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REMARKS 

Claims 1-60 were presented for examination and all claims were rejected. In the 
current amendment, independent claims 1, 23, 31 and 53 have been amended. Support 
for Hie amended claims can be foxmd in FIG. 3A, FIG. 3B and FIG. 3C, as well as in 
paragraphs [0007], [0019], [0036], [0058], [0064], [0065] and [0067]. No new matter 
has been introduced. Upon entry of this amendment, claims 1-60 will be pending in this 
application. Applicants submit that pending claims 1-60 are in condition for aUowance. 
All stated grounds for rejection have been addressed in the following comments. 
AppUcants respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-60 in view of 
the remarks set forth below, 

I. CLAIM REJFrTtQNS TJN nF.R 35 U.S.C. S103 

Claims 1-8, 12-16, 17-29, 31-57 and 59-60 are rejected as unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 7.146,431 to Hipp ("Hipp") and further in view of U.S. Publication No. 
2005/0198387 Al to Willis ("Willis") under 35 U.S.C. §103. Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. Amended claims 1, 23, 31 and 53 are independent. Claims 2-8, 
12-16 and 17-22 incorporate all of the clahn elements of mdependent claim 1, as 
amended. Claims 24^29 incorporate all of the claim elements of independent claim 23, as 
amended. Claims 32-52 incorpoirate all of the claimed elements of independent claim 31, 
as amended. Claims 54-57 and 59-60 incorporate all of the claim elements of 
independent claim 53, as amended. Applicants submit that neither Hipp nor Willis, alone 
or in combination, teach or suggest each and every element recited m the claimed 
invention, as amended. 

A. Lack of Basis for Prima Facie Obviousness using H ipp and Willis 

To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, there must be: a) 
some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in die knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings, b) a reasonable expectation of success, and c) the prior art 
reference must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Amended claims 1, 23, 31 and 
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53 are directed to systems and methods for assigning network identifiers or loopback 
addresses to each program invoked on a computer system. Claims 1, 23, 31 and 53 recite 
obtaining a plurality of network identifiers or loopback addresses allocated to a user. A 
first network identifier of the user or a first loopback address of the user is selected for a 
fwst program of the user and a second network identifier or a second loopback address is 
selected for a second program invoked by the user. Applicants submit that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not combine Hipp and Willis, since a combination with 
Willis would render Hipp unsuitable for its intended purpose. 

Hipp is geared towards electronic commerce processes in an electronic commerce 
marketplace which is "often flooded with high customer traffic" in which "insufficient 
computing resources arc the cause of a processing bottleneck". (See Hipp, coh 1, lines 
29-44). Furthermore, Hipp distinguishes itself firom the prior art by stating that ^'previous 
attempts at providing computing resources have entailed leasing large blocks of storage 
and processing power" and that "this approach is inefficient." (Hipp, col. 1, lines 44-45). 
Hipp focuses on minimizing usage of shared resources while using a number of internet 
protocol addresses to identify each process from any other processes. Willis, on the other 
hand, uses a host address unique to a user session to identify a process associated with the 
user session. (Willis, par. [06l7]). One of ordinary skill m the art knows that identifying 
each user session with each process requires a lot more additional internet protocol 
address and computing resources than identifying only each processes alone. Combining 
user session identification of Willis with process identification of Hipp in an envhronment 
which Hipp describes as **often flooded with high ctistomer traffic" and with "insufficient 
computing resources" would provide a result counterproductive from the one Hipp 
declared it set out to accomplish. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would not 
have the motivation to combine Willis with Hipp, since this combination would 
inevitably result in rendering Hipp unsuitable for its mtended purpose. 

In the. Office Action, the Examiner states that Hipp does not teach the claim 
element involving the interface mechanism transmitting network identifiers with network 
communications. The Examiner cites Willis for the purpose of teaching this claim 
limitation. However, since Hipp and Willis cannot be combined to establish prima facie 
obviousness of the claimed invention, the Applicants submit that Hipp and Willis alone 
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do not teach each and every claim element. Thus the AppUcants submit claims 1-8, 12- 
16, 17-29, 31-57 and 59-60 patentable and in condition for allowance. Applicants request 
the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw the rejections of claims 1-8, 12-16, 17-29, 31- 
57 and 59-60 under 35 U.S.C. §103. 

R Claims 9. 16 17 '>\. ^0. 39 ^r^A Patentable over Hipp. WiHis, Yu and 
Eschbach 

Claims 9, 30, 39 and 58 are rejected as unpatentable over Hipp and Willis and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,042,879 to Eschbach et. al. ("Eschbach"). Claims 
16-17 and 21 are rejected as unpatentable over Hipp and Willis and fiirther in view of Yu 
under 35 U.S.C. §103. Claims 9, 21, 30, 39 aiid 58 are rejected as unpatentable over 
Hipp and Willis and further in view of Eschbach C'Esohbach") under 35 U.S.C. §103. 
Claims 9, 16, 17 and 21 incorporates all of the claim elements of independent claim 1, as 
amended. Claim 30 incorporates all of the claim elements of independent claim 23, as 
amended. Claim 39 incorporates all of the claim elements of independent claim 31, as 
amended. Claim 58 incorporates all of the claim elements of independent claim 53, as 
amended. 

As with Hipp and Willis, each of Yu and Eschbach fail to teach or suggest 
interface mechanism transmitting network identifiers with network communications. The 
Examiner cites Yu and Eschbach only to suggest features of dependent claims. Yu 
presents an example of a host operating system and a protocol operating system sharing a 
same TCP/IP protocol stack. (See Yu Abstract, col. 9, lines 24-29). Yu does not teach or 
suggest allocation of network identifiers to a user or allocation of loopback addresses to 
a user. Eschbach describes a mobility network wherein a computer obtains a network 
identifier fi-om a network identifier generator. (See Eschbach Abstract, col. 13, lines 10- 
13). Eschbach does not teach or suggest allocation of network identifiers to a user or 
allocation of loopback addresses to a user. Thus, as with Hipp and Willis, Yu and 
Eschbach fail to teach or suggest each and every element of the claimed invention. 



13 

4320139vl 



PAGE 15/31 « RCVD AT 4111/2008 5:17:13 PM [Eastern Daylight Time]* SVR:USPTO€FXRF-4/13 ' DNIS:2738300 * CSID:6172484000* DURATION pi^%]m 



APR. 1 1.2008 5:24PM CHOATE HALL & STEWART 6172484000 NO. 572 P. 1 

Attorney Docket No. 2006579-0231 (CTX:-093) 

Because Hipp, Willis. Yu and Eschbach, alone or in combination, fell to teach or 
suggest each and every elernent of the claimed invention. Applicants submit dependent 
claims 9, 16, 17, 21, 30, 39 and 58 are patentable and In condition for allowance. 
Applicants request the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 9, 16. 
17, 21. 30, 39 and 58 under 35 U.S.C. §103. 

rONCLUSlON 

In light of the aforementioned amendments and arguments, Applicants contend 
that each of the Examiners rejections has been adequately addressed and all of the 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration, withdrawal of all grounds of rejection, and allowance of all of 
the pending claims. 

Should the Examiner feel that a telephone conference with Applicants' attorney 
would expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is urged to contact the 
Applicants' attorney at the telephone number identified below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CHOATE, HALL & STEWART, LLP 



Dated; April 11.2008 




stopher J.TVicKeijfia ^ 



Registration No. 53.302 
Attorney for Applicants 

Choate. Hall & Stewart, LLP 
Two International Place 
Boston, MA 02 110 
(617)248-5000 
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DETAILED ACTION 

ClBim Rejections - 35 use § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(aj which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 8, 12- 16, 17 - 29, 31 - 57 and 69 - 60 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hipp etal. 1)87,146,431 (referredto. 
as Hipp hereafter) in view of Willis (US 2005/0198387). 

Regarding claim 1 , Hipp teaches a system for assigning a unique network 
identifier to each program (e.g. application) invoked (e,g. launched) on a 
computer, in which an interface mechanism (200) selecting, from the plurality of 
network identifiers (e.g. addresses, column 3, lines 6-9. column 3, lines 60- 
column 4, line 6), a first network identifier for a first program invoked on the 
computer and selecting a second network identifier, different from the first ^ 
network identifier, for a second program invoked on the computer (column 4, 
lines 6-10, chosen identifiers column 4, lines 45-54), and associating the first 
network identifier with the first program and associating the second network 
identifier with the second program and transmit one network identifier to a 
program and another network Identifier to another program (column 7, lines 1- 
20). Hipp teaches that the network identifier Is used in a network communication 
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of the respective program, e.g. the program's IP address is the IP address the 
application uses for all communication (column 3, lines 2-3 for communicating 
over the network column 4, lines 20-29, 41 -59) 

However, Hipp does not teach where the interface mechanism in 
communication with the interface mechanism transmits the network identifier with , 
a network communication of the respective program. 

Willis teaches an interfece mechanism (e.g. application program interfece, 
031-0032) for associating a network identifier with a with program (0026, 0039), 
wherein the network identifier is from a plurality of network identifier (0027); 

interface mechanism transmits the network identifier with a network 
communication (e.g. packet) of (e.g. to/from) the respective program (001 7) 
when intercepting all communication between to/from the program (0031-0032).. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Hipp and Willis. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would'be motivated to combine these teachings with the teachings 
of Hipp because Hipp teaches a system which consist of a global address space 
identifying a plurality of network identifiers (internet protocol addresses) which is 
inherent in network communication that are reserved for use in one or more 
network environments, wherein each environment includes one or more plurality 
of IP addresses, which can be beneficial in Willis' system because Willis' system 
introduces a network communication interface which is capable of allocating 
addresses which will be unique to each user session, each session contains a 
plurality of processes which can represent an application program, where the 
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computer system is corinected to the network though an adapter, which can be is 
associated with a different user. 

Regarding claim 2, Willis teaches a system wherein the network identifier 
comprises an internet protocol address (paragraph 0027). 

Regarding claim 3, Willis teaches a system wherein the network identifier 
comprises a host name (paragraph 0026). 

Regarding claim 4, Willis teaches a system wherein one of the first . 
program and the second program comprises a user session hosted by the 
computer (paragraph 0027). 

Regarding claim S. Hipp teaches a system wherein one of the first 
program and the second program comprises one of an application isolation 
environment and an application (Abstract). 

Regarding claim 6, Willis teaches a system wherein the computer obtains 
. at least one of the plurality of network identifiers from a server (paragraph 0027). 

Regarding claim 7, Willis teaches a system wherein the server comprises 
a Dynamic Host configuration Protocol server (paragraph 0027). 
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Regarding claim 8. Willis teaches a system wherein the computer obtains 
at least one of the plurality of network identifiers from a storage location 
(paragraph 0027). 

Regarding claim 10, Willis teaches a system wherein the interface 
mechanism (address allocator) selects the first networl^ identifier for the first 
program during an establishment of the first program (paragraph 0039) 

Regarding claim 11, Willis teaches a system wherein the interface 
mechanism (address allocator) selects the second network identifier for the 
second program during an establishment of the second program (paragraph 
0039) 

Regarding claim 12, Willis teaches a system wherein the computer 
concurrently hosts a first user session and a second user session (paragraph 
0026 & Fig. 1). 

Regarding clairn 13, Willie teaches a system wherein the computer hosts a 
second user session subsequent to the hosting of a first user session (paragraph 
0039 & Fig. 3). 

Regarding claim 14, Willis teaches a system wherein the interface 
mechanism provides the first network identifier (200) of the first program In 
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response to a name resolution request (204) of tlie first program and provides 
the second network identifier (200) of the second program in response to a name 
resolution request (204) of the second program (paragraph 0039 &Fig. 2 & 3). 

Regarding claim 15, Willis teaches a system wherein at least one of the 
plurality of network identifiers is allocated to a user of the computer (paragraph 
0039). 

Regarding claim 18, Willis teaches a system wherein the socket library 
comprises a WlnSock application programming interface (paragraph 0036). 

Regarding claim 19, Willis teaches a system wherein the interface 
mechanism (address allocator) binds the first network Identifier to the first 
program for socket communication with the network communication interface 
(paragraph 0044). 

Regarding claim 20, Willis teaches a system wherein the internee 
mechanism (address allocator) binds the second network identifier to the second 
program for socket communication with the network communication interface 
(paragraph 0044). 
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Regarding claim 22. Willis teaches a system wherein the interface 
mechanism (address allocator) comprises a network packet-manipulation filter 
(active filter) (paragraph 0037 & Fig. 3). 

Regarding claim 31, the method claim comprises substantially the same 
step perform in the system claim 1, same rationale of rejection Is applicable., 

3. Claim 23 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Willis. ^ 

Regarding claim 23, Willis teaches a system wherein assigning a unique 
loopback address (host address) to each program invoked on a computer, the 
system comprises a computer obtaining a plurality of loopback addresses (host 
addresses) (paragraph 0039, the computer comprising: 

an interface mechanism selecting (address allocator), from the plurality of 
loopback address, a first address for a program invoked on the computer and 
selecting a second loopback address, different from the first loopback address, 
for a second program invoked on the computer, and associating the first 
loopback address as a local host address of the first program and associating the 
second loopback address as a local host address of the second (paragraph 
0027); and 

a loopback interface, in communication with the interface mechanism, 
transmitting the first loopback address with an inter-process communication of 
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the first program, and transmitting the second loopback address with an inter- 
process communication of the second program (paragraph 0025 & 26). 

Although Willis does use the term "program* he does teach that each 
session consists of a plurality of processes, and each of those processes does 
represent a application program, and in fig. 1 , each computer system is capable 
of operating with multiple processes (0025-0026). 

Willis also teaches where each process is capable of being assigned a 
unique host address, from a pool of addresses, with each request from each 
process (0027). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention that the teachings of Willis perfomns ail function as 
claimed, as such is ftJnctionally equivalent to the Invention as claimed. 

Regarding claim 53, this method claim comprises substantially the same 
step perform in the system claim 23, same rationale of rejection is applicable.. 

Regarding claims 24, 34, and 54, these method claim comprises 
substantially the same step perform in the system claim 4, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

. Regarding claims 25, 35, and 55, the mettiod claim comprises 
substantially the same step perform in the system claim 5, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable... 
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Regarding claims 26, 40. and 59, tliese metiiod claims comprises 
substantially the same step perform in the system claim 10. same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 27, 41 , and 60, these method claims comprises 
substantially the same step perform in the system claim 11, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 28 and 36, these method claims comprises substantially 
the same step perform in the system claim 6, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable.. 

Regarding claims 29, 38, and 57, these method claims comprises 
substantially the same step perfonm in the system claim 8. same rationale of 

rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 32 and 33, these method claims comprises substantially 
the same step perform in the system claims 2-3, respectively, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 37 and 56, these method claims comprised substantially 
the same step perform In the system claim 2, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 
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Regarding claim 42-52 comprise substantially the same limitations as 
those discussed on claims 12-22, respectively; same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

4, Claims 16, 17 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hipp and Willis, in view of Yu (US 5,734, 865), 

Regarding claim 16, Hipp and Willis do not teach a system wherein there 
interface mechanism comprises a first TCP. 

Yu teaches a system wherein the Interface mechanism comprises a first 
TCP stack (col. 9; line 24-29 & Fig. IB). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary sKiil in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the references mentioned 
above. One of ordinary skill would be motivated to combine these teachings with 
the teachings of Yu because it would be beneficial to the user due to the 
properties of a TCP stack which are its ability to become pluggable components 
that may be implemented with the stack of the user's choice. Various 
combinations of stacks offer the optimal tradeoff between tiny size, intermediate 
size and performance, and very high performance when limited resources are 
available. 



PAGE 27/3r RCVD AT 4111/2008 5:17:13 PM [Eastern Daylight Tim^^ 



APR. 1 1. 2008 -5: 29PM CHOATE HALL & STEWART 6172484000 NO. 572 

Application/Control Number: 10/711,583 
Art Unit: 4117 

Regarding claim 17, Yu teaches a system wherein the interface 
mechanism comprises a socket library for communication with the network 
communication interface (Fig. 1A). 

Regarding claim 21, Hipp and Willis do not teach a system wherein there 
Interface mechanism comprises a second TCP. 

Yu teaches a system wherein the interface mechanism comprises a 
second TCP stack (Col. 9; line 24-29 & Fig. 1B). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the references mentioned 
above. One of ordinary skill would be motivated to combine these teachings with 
the teachings of Yu because it would be beneficial to the user due to the 
properties of a TCP stack which are its ability to become pluggable components 
that may be Implemented with the stack of the user's choice. Various 
combinations of stacks offer the optimal tradeoff between tiny size, intemiediate 
size and performance, and very high performance when limited resources are 
available. 

5. Claims 9, 30, 39, 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hipp in view of Willis, in further view of Eschbach et al (US 
7,042, 879). 
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Regarding claim 9, Hipp and Willis do not teach a system wherein there is 
a network identifier generator. 

However, Eschbach teaches a system wherein the computer obtains at 
least one of the plurality of network identifiers from a network identifier generator 
(Col. 13; line 10-13 & Fig. 2A), 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the references mentioned 
above. One of ordinary skill would be motivated to combine these teachings with 
the teachings of Eschbach because Eschbach teaches having a network system 
that includes an IP address generator. This IP address generator would 
extremely beneficial in Hipp and Willis invention because it would allow a user to 
be able to obtain network identifier for a particular session* 

Regarding claims 30, 39, and 58, these method claims comprises 
substantially the same step perfomn in the system claim 9, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 
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